of justification was of such importance that not to accept it was to blaspheme God and to repudiate the Christian religion." (Loewen, 2015, 284) .
Loewen goes onto look at how these theological convictions impacted the way Luther engaged with various opponents and groups; the "Wittenberg radicals" like Karlstadt, Thomas Münster, the "Peasants Revolt," the humanist Erasmus, the papacy and the Jews. Luther did not see his opponents as people who disagreed with his ideas. To Luther this was the devil working through these people to undermine the gospel (sola fide). Luther believed this handiwork of the devil had to be excised from society. Based upon his own misguided logic, he felt justified in advocating the extreme measures he so tragically did. His descendants have been redressing the wreckage ever since.
Loewen is generous in describing Luther's relationship to the Anabaptists. Not to minimize their differences, Lutherans and Anabaptists share a lot in common. Anabaptists were inspired by Luther's concept of justification. Loewen points out that Luther was an important influence on Menno Simons "who accepted Luther's principle of justification by faith alone but believed that Lutherans were so one-side in teaching this doctrine that they neglected to stress the importance of Christians ethics." (Loewen, 2015, 157) For Luther, the Anabaptist's views smacked of "works righteousness." For Mennonites Luther's claim of justification alone revealed a lifeless faith short on discipleship and lacking a commitment to serving their neighbour. Loewen rightly points out that Luther and Melanchthon were concerned about faith active in love to neighbour. While works were not required for salvation, it did not allow Lutherans to do whatever they pleased. But the acrimony and incivility of times and the rigidity of Luther prevented this discussion.
Another key point for Loewen was their different views toward the state. Luther was one of the magisterial reformers who relied on the princes, magistrates, city councils (i.e. the state authourities) to secure the reforms and changes they were proposing. On the other side, Anabaptists felt Christian communities were to be set apart, separated from state's coercive power. The support from the governing authourities blinded Luther to the insights Anabaptists offered. Luther's views hardened after the "fanatical Anabaptists" sought to erect "their kingdom in Münster, Westphalia (1534-35) ." (Loewen, 2015, 149) For Luther "To rebel against spiritual authourities when they are wrong is permissible and sometimes necessary, whereas to rebel against magistrates, the temporal authorities, is not allowed." (Loewen, 2015, 55) For Luther, "past radicalism, the 'peasant rebellions, and now Münster blinded Luther's eyes so that he saw nothing but evil in all Anabaptists." (Loewen, 2015, 157) As Loewen tragically reminds us, "Ironically, these more peaceful radicals believed what Luther believed ... (about Christians) suffering patiently rather than taking up arms against their oppressors." (Loewen, 2015, 157) In sanctioning these persecutions, Lutheran and Roman Catholic authourities, imprisoned and tortured thousands of Anabaptists and almost 3000 were executed for their beliefs.
Loewen also points out that Luther was tolerant of religious dissent in the early years when he was under threat but became intolerant in later years when "Lutheran Protestantism became the established religion of the realm ((Loewen, 2015, 201) Loewen argues that it was Anabaptists who "laid the foundation of religious liberty by insisting that church and state must be separate, that only believers were to be baptized, that Christians must reject all violence, and that the individual is primarily responsible to God and not to any human authority." (Loewen, 2015, 222 Books, 1985) Loewen describes the irony of Dietrich Bonhoeffer's "reinterpretation of Luther" and justification in a more Anabaptist direction in his The Cost of Discipleship. This is a helpful perspective. Lutherans and Mennonites together will need to think more about this theological direction and other implications.
In his original book Luther and the Radicals (WLU Press, 1974), Loewen provided a very helpful typography of the various strands of the radical reformation (e.g. The Wittenberg Radicals, the Revolutionary Radicals, the Evangelical Anabaptists, the Revolutionary Anabaptists, and the Spiritualists, Antinomians, and Antitrinitarians.) In Ink Against the Devil Loewen develops his thesis without specifically referring to this earlier typography. I suspect this is because Mennonites themselves are moving on from this internal debate about the nature and diversity of the 16th-century Anabaptist movement. Nevertheless, Loewen's 1974 categories do offer helpful distinctions to understand the Radical Reformation, particularly for non-Mennonites.. It may be one reason why reviews of his earlier book "from non-Mennonite critics at the time were more positive that from Mennonite reviewers." (Loewen, 2015, xiii) Luther did not appreciate this diversity among Anabaptists. Mennonites just like Lutherans (and other traditions) have had many of their own internal conflicts. At the LWF Stuttgart Assembly, I remember one of the Mennonite speakers pointing out how his Mennonite community would need to reexamine their own stories in the light to the Lutheran action. He was referring to important place of the testimony of the martyrs during these persecutions in defining a Mennonite identity. Lutherans will have to review Luther's complicity and what that means as well.
Harry Loewen has provided an important contribution to healing the past divisions of the 16th century. He may have also provided a helpful introduction to how Lutherans and Mennonites can tell their stories about each other and about themselves in a new way. Reexamining our stories in churches will be increasingly important in our pluralistic, secular, culturally diverse and multifaith world. What have we learned about this journey in these last 500 years that might be instructive for dealing with our differences and recognizing our similarities? Religious leaders of all persuasions should be reading this book if for no other reason than it is a case study of where even the best theology and brilliant theologians can stumble, where an unwillingness to dialogue and work with each other leads to misunderstanding and tragedy, and where theological hubris can lead us to demonize others with serious consequences for generations.
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